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ABSTRACT 
 
ACADEMIC ORAL PRESENTATION SKILLS INSTRUCTORS’ PERCEPTIONS OF 
THE FINAL PROJECT PRESENTATION RATING SCALE USED IN THE 
MODERN LANGUAGES DEPARTMENT AT MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL 
UNIVERSITY 
 
Bozatlı, İpek 
 
Master of Arts in Teaching English as a Foreign Language 
 
 
Thesis Advisor: Dr. Bill Snyder 
 
Thesis Chair person: Dr. Fredricka L. Stoller 
 
 
July 2003 
 
 
 
This study explored ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the final project 
presentation rating scale used in the Modern Languages Department at Middle East 
Technical University.In order to collect data, 25 ENG 211 instructors were asked to 
complete a questionnaire. Three rating questions in the questionnaire asked participants 
to evaluate how essential the rating scale categories are to them according to three 
different criteria: for distinguishing among strong and weak students, giving instructors 
feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction, and giving students feedback on 
various aspects of their oral presentation skills. Through two open-ended questions, 
positive and negative attributes of the rating scale, as perceived by the the participants, 
were investigated. Data collected from the rating questions were analyzed quantitatively 
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by employing descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, means and standard deviations; 
data obtained from two open-ended questions were analyzed qualitatively  
The data results revealed that most of the rating scale categories were rated as 
‘essential’ by the participants for all three rating questions. However, some categories 
were most commonly rated lower on the three questions. These categories had objectives 
that were not taught in ENG 211, were felt to be outside the control of ENG 211 
instructors, or which instructors felt should have different overall values, and more clear 
descriptors. In addition, results obtained from the open-ended questions supported the 
results obtained from the rating questions.  
 
 
Key words: Oral assessment, rating scale, rater 
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ÖZET 
 
 
ORTADOĞU TEKNİK ÜNİVERSİTESİ MODERN DİLLER BÖLÜMÜNDE FİNAL 
PROJESİ SUNUMUNU DEĞERLENDİRMEKTE KULLANILAN PUANLAMA 
ÖLÇEĞİ HAKKINDA AKADEMİK SÖZLÜ SUNUM ÖĞRETMENLERİNİN 
GÖRÜŞLERİ 
 
 
Bozatlı, İpek 
 
Yüksek Lisans, Yabancı Dil Olarak İngilizce Öğretimi 
 
Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Bill Snyder 
 
Ortak Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Fredricka L. Stoller 
 
 
Temmuz 2003 
 
 
 
  Bu çalışma Ortadoğu Teknik Üniversitesi Modern diller bölümündeki ENG 211 
öğretim görevlilerinin final projesi sunumunu değerlendirmekte kullanilan puanlama 
ölçeği hakkinda görüşlerini araştırmıştır. 
Veri toplamak için, 25 ENG 211 öğretim görevlisine anket verilmiştir. Anketteki 
üç değerlendirme sorusunda katılımcıların puanlama ölçeğindeki kategorilerin 
gerekliliğini üç farklı kritere göre değerlendirmeleri istenmiştir: iyi ve zayıf öğrencileri 
ayırabilmesi, öğretmenlere verdikleri eğitimin etkinliği hakkında dönüt vermesi, 
öğrencilere sunum becerileri hakkında farklı açılardan dönüt vermesi. Anketteki iki açık 
uçlu soru ile katılımcıların görüşleri puanlama ölçeği hakkındaki olumlu ve olumsuz 
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görüşleri araştırılmıştır. Değerlendirme sorularından elde edilen veriler tanımlayıcı 
istatistik, kullanılarak (frekans, ortalama ve standard sapma) niceliksel olarak analiz 
edilmiştir. İki açık uçlu sorudan elde edilen veriler niteliksel olarak analiz edilmiştir. 
Veriler puanlama ölçeğindeki kategorilerin çoğunun katılımcılar tarafından üç 
farklı değerlendirme sorusun için gerekli bulunduğunu ortaya koymuştur. Fakat, bazı 
kategoriler çoğunluk tarafından daha az gerekli olarak değerlendirilmiştir. Bu 
kategoriler, ENG 211 dersinin dışında kalan konuları, açık olmayan tanımlamaları, 
öğretmenlerin kontrolü dışında olan faktörleri, ve öğretmenlerin farklı değerler verdiği 
kategorileri içermektedir. Ayrıca, bu kategoriler açık uçlu sorularda da katılımcılar 
tarafından puanlama ölçeğinin olumsuz yönleri olarak belirtilmiştir. 
 
 
 
Anahtar kelimeler: Sözlü değerlendirme, puanlama ölçeği, değerlendiren kişi 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
Many English teachers regard testing students’ language abilities in a reliable, 
valid, and fair way as an essential part of their jobs. Testing speaking challenges this 
perceived responsibility due to difficulties inherent in it. Testing speaking requires 
subjective judgments on the part of raters; thus, teachers’ perceptions of oral assessment 
and oral assessment rating scales affect the testing process substantially. Because raters 
use rating scales for assessing oral performance, when designing an effective rating 
scale, raters’ perceptions of speaking proficiency and well-worded and comprehensive 
descriptors that represent the construct of speaking ability should be taken into 
consideration (Pollitt & Murray, 1996; Weir, 1990).  
In line with this idea, this research study will investigate instructors’ perceptions 
of an oral ability assessment rating scale which is used to assess students’ academic 
presentation skills for the final project presentation in the Modern Languages 
Department (MLD) at Middle East Technical University (METU). Because of the 
frequent inconsistencies among oral ability assessors in the Modern Languages 
Department at METU, the researcher’s assumption is that such inconsistencies might 
stem from differences in ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the current rating scale 
used to assess students’ academic presentation skills. Therefore, ENG 211 instructors’ 
perceptions of the final project presentation rating scale will be explored by means of a 
questionnaire. With the help of the findings from both statistical and qualitative analyses 
of the questionnaire results, recommendations will be made about modifications of the 
current rating scale. 
  2 
Background of the Study 
As an integral part of the teaching process, teachers test students’ language 
proficiency and performance. However, testing oral ability is more challenging than 
testing other skills for three reasons. First, because testing speaking has an intrinsically 
subjective nature, achieving reliability in speaking tests is difficult. Second, rating scales 
used for assessing oral performance present difficulties related to number and clarity of 
the categories in the scale. Third, components of oral ability itself are not defined clearly 
which leads to problems in choosing components to measure and using the test to 
provide feedback to students. 
Oral ability assessment is arguably even more problematic than testing other 
language skills due to its subjective nature (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995; Brown & 
Hudson, 2002; Carroll & Hall, 1985; Hughes, 1989; Weir, 1990). When human 
judgments are involved in scoring, as they are in oral ability assessment, subjective 
scoring could have an adverse effect on the reliability of test scores, which is one of the 
criteria used to measure the quality of language and performance tests. As defined by 
Brown (1996), test reliability is “the extent to which the results can be considered 
consistent or stable” (p. 192). Raters who rate oral performances use rating scales to 
assign consistent grades and to increase the reliability of oral assessment. 
Using a rating scale to assess oral ability presents a challenge to raters as well. 
Employing analytic rating scoring, “a method whereby each separate criterion in the 
mark scheme is awarded a separate mark and the final mark is a composite of these 
individual estimates” (Weir, 1990, p. 63), entails deciding on appropriate and 
comprehensive language categories that correspond to the purpose of a particular test. In 
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order to minimize the possibility of different interpretations of scale descriptors by 
different raters (Alderson et al., 1995), language categories should be clearly defined. 
Moreover, the categories included in a rating scale and the different weightings awarded 
to different categories depend on which categories are regarded as relatively more 
important than the others according to a particular language program (Brown, 1996; 
Carroll & Hall, 1985; Hughes, 1989; Underhill, 1987). 
The number of categories in a rating scale demands special attention as well. 
Underhill (1987) points out that assessors are unlikely to make precise judgments if they 
are to assess more than four different criteria at a time. That is to say, “rating scale will 
only work well if the assessor can hold the rating scale in her mind while listening or 
talking to the learner, and does not have to keep referring to a large manual to tell her 
what to look for” (Underhill, 1987). It has been recommended by Alderson et al. (1995) 
that scales should not include more than seven bands, which show different levels of 
proficiency or ability, because making finer differentiations is not easy with more than 
seven bands; it is also beneficial to use clear descriptors for each band. Furthermore, 
within each category, descriptors which define the nature of expected language 
performance should be neither too detailed nor too general. As argued by Carroll and 
Hall (1985), assessors can be perplexed by detailed descriptors; on the other hand, on the 
basis of very general descriptors, it is hard to judge students’ performance accurately. It 
is also useful to apply a clearly expressed band system which enables assessors to 
differentiate between expected performance tasks ranging from the lowest graded 
performance to the highest graded performance (Madsen, 1983). 
As components of oral ability are not easy to define clearly (Madsen, 1983), 
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deciding on the components that will be assessed in a speaking test (e.g., grammar, 
pronunciation, fluency, body language, vocabulary, appropriateness) creates another 
difficulty regarding oral ability assessment. Depending on the focus of instruction in 
speaking classes, the components, assessment of which is desired in a particular 
speaking test should be specified and included in a rating scale against which oral 
performances are judged. Moreover, providing teachers with feedback on the 
effectiveness of their instruction and students with feedback on their learning process 
can only be achieved through administering tests with contents that reflect what has been 
taught in language classes (J. D. Brown, 1995). 
Statement of the Problem 
 
Due to the lack of research in the field on rating scales, especially in regards to 
assessors’ perceptions of the positive and negative attributes of a particular rating scale, 
this research study investigated instructors’ perceptions of and attitudes towards an oral 
ability rating scale. 
In the MLD four different courses are offered: ENG 101(Development of 
Academic Reading and Writing Skills I), ENG 102 (Development of Academic Reading 
and Writing Skills II), ENG 211(Academic Oral Presentation Skills), and ENG 
311(Advanced Oral Presentation Skills). ENG 211 is offered to second year students 
from all departments. The main objective of ENG 211 is to equip students with effective 
academic presentation skills. In this course, students are required to make four 
presentations, one of which is a final project presentation. Because the final project 
presentation constitutes 30% of a students’ total grade in a semester, this presentation is 
important. In the assessment of this presentation, an analytic rating scale, developed in-
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house, is used by raters (Appendix A). Although two instructors assess each presenter’s 
final oral project, they frequently assign different scores to the same presenter. In the 
MLD at METU, a research study which evaluates the current rating scale with respect to 
inconsistencies in the rating process has not been carried out before. My assumption is 
that such inconsistencies might stem from the differences in ENG 211 instructors’ 
perceptions of the existing rating scale. The administration of the MLD is ready to 
consider recommendations for a revised rating scale so as to increase the reliability of 
final oral project scoring. 
Research Questions 
This study will address the following research questions: 
1.  What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as positive attributes of the existing rating 
scale? 
2.  What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as negative attributes of the existing rating 
scale?  
3.  What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important: 
a)  to distinguish among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills? 
b) to give instructors feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills? 
c) to give students feedback on various aspects of their presentation skills? 
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Significance of the Study 
Teachers’ perceptions of assessment procedures and assessment criteria play an 
important role when testing students’ performance. Because little research has been 
conducted on instructors’ perceptions of a rating scale, this study may contribute to the 
literature. 
This study is likely to be useful for the MLD because it may use the results of 
this study to decide whether or not a new speaking assessment instrument is needed. In 
addition, it aims to ensure more reliable speaking criteria by proposing some changes in 
the current rating scale in the light of the comments offered by the instructors in the 
department as to which categories should be deleted, added or combined and how 
instructors rank order the categories from most important to least important. 
Also, this study might be useful for other institutions in which teachers face the 
problem of inconsistent scores when assessing their students’ speaking performance. 
Moreover, in such institutions, my study would help prospective researchers who wish 
to replicate the study to identify teachers’ perceived positive and negative attributes of 
the rating scale currently being used. Such research studies may enable the institutions to 
decide on the design of either a more reliable speaking assessment criterion or an 
alteration of an existing rating scale. 
Key Terminology 
The terms which are often mentioned in this research study are as follows: 
Rater: It refers to an instructor acting as a “judge or an observer who operates a rating 
scale in the measurement of oral proficiency” (Davies et. al, 1999, p. 161).   
Rating scale: “A comprehensive document indicating the explicit criteria against 
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which candidates’ answers will be judged: it enables the examiner to relate particular 
marks to answers of specified quality” (Murphy, as cited in Weir, 1990). 
Oral assessment: Measurement of students’ speaking skills. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter, a brief summary of the issues related to oral ability assessment 
was included. The statement of the problem, research questions, and the significance of 
the study were covered as well. The second chapter offers a review of literature on oral 
skills, issues in assessment of oral skills, and rating scales. In the third chapter, setting, 
participants, data collection instrument, and procedures followed to collect and analyze 
data are presented. In the fourth chapter, the procedures for data analysis and the 
findings are presented. In the fifth chapter, the summary of the results, implications, 
recommendations, limitations of the study, and suggestions for further research are 
provided. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
 
This research study investigates ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the final 
project presentation rating scale used in the Modern Languages Department at Middle 
East Technical University. 
This chapter consists of three sections. The first section reviews the place of oral 
skills in English Language Teaching (ELT) pedagogy: the processes, competences, and 
conditions underlying speaking skills; and effective presentation skills. The second 
section examines two issues: overlapping key issues in assessment of oral skills, namely, 
assessment purposes, and reliability and subjectivity. The third section focuses on rating 
scales. This section discusses approaches used in the development of a rating scale, 
properties of analytic rating scales, issues that should be considered in the construction 
of rating scales, criticisms that current rating scales attract and the relationship between 
raters and rating scale criteria. 
Oral Skills 
Elements of speaking, that is, aspects of oral skills, are not well defined because 
they involve many different features, including grammar, appropriateness, 
pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency (Hughes, 2002; Madsen, 1983). Because of this 
lack of definition, both the teaching and testing of this skill have been neglected (Kitao 
& Kitao, 2001; Lazaraton, 2001; Madsen, 1983; Menoufy, 1997). Although oral skills 
were neglected in the past because of their inherent difficulties, more importance is 
attached to oral skills in today’s ELT pedagogy. Speaking entails acquiring complex 
skills: mastery of the processes of speech production, the linguistic and communicative 
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competences involved in speaking, and the conditions of spoken language use. These 
provide a basis for understanding the properties of effective oral presentation skills.                                 
The Place of Oral Skills in ELT Pedagogy 
As Bygate (2001, 2002) and Lazaraton (2001) put it, both in ESL and EFL 
pedagogy, oral skills have not always been stressed. The reason for this neglect in the 
grammar translation method was that primary instruction was based on the translation of 
written texts, resulting in a lack of opportunity for students to speak the target language. 
Other approaches, such as the direct method, community language learning, and the 
audio-lingual approach, used oral skills as a complementary part of their instruction, not 
as a separate skill. In the audio-lingual approach, oral skills as well as listening skills 
were emphasized through habit formation, based on the assumption that precise speech 
could be fostered by practice. In this approach, oral skills were exploited to foster habit 
formation, memorization, and correct pronunciation. The nature of how oral skills were 
viewed changed with the advent of the communicative approach, which emphasizes the 
relationship between language, meaning and social context. Because the purpose of 
language is communication in the communicative approach, the development of 
speaking skills is given more emphasis in today’s communicative language classes. 
Processes, Competences and Conditions Underlying Speaking Skills 
Becoming proficient in oral skills is not easy due to the complex sub-skills such 
as fluency and appropriateness that should be acquired. In other words, using speaking 
skills effectively depends on to what extent processes, competences, and conditions that 
underlie speaking skills are mastered. 
Bygate (2001, 2002) describes speaking in terms of Levelt’s four different levels 
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of decision making processes that speakers typically make use of: conceptualization or 
message conceptualization, message formulation, message articulation, and self-
monitoring. Conceptualization is related to the content of the message. Speakers 
conceptualize messages with the help of their background knowledge. After the 
conceptualization level, in the message formulation process, speakers try to find 
appropriate language structures to express what they have conceptualized. At this level, 
speakers have to make interrelated decisions as to what words, structures, or 
phonological patterns should be used. The articulation process level, which is largely 
automated, especially in the case of proficient speakers, involves motor control of 
articulatory organs. The last process, self-monitoring, involves identifying and 
correcting one’s own pronunciation, grammar, and expression by monitoring 
interactions. For second language learners, developing mastery in the last three of these 
processes is essential to being perceived as a proficient speaker of their second language.                        
Canale and Swain (1981) divided oral ability skills into four competences: 
grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence, and 
strategic competence. Grammatical competence refers to a language user’s grasp of 
vocabulary, phonology, and word and sentence formation. Grammatical competence 
leads to improved fluency and accuracy because it involves the knowledge of the ways 
of putting sounds and words together. 
Discourse competence refers to cohesion and coherence. The former involves 
relating forms to each other, achieved through cohesive devices such as synonyms, 
pronouns, parallel structures, and transition words. The latter involves selecting and 
organizing elements and meaning so that the language used in different communicative 
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contexts becomes consistent, well developed, and relevant. In addition, to be competent 
at the discourse level requires that speakers make use of enough discourse markers and 
different structures to get their messages across effectively. 
Sociolinguistic competence requires the use of appropriate rules in response to 
different social contexts. Sociolinguistic competence also requires knowing the 
culturally and socially expected speech acts for certain social contexts. With the help of 
this kind of competence, learners can produce appropriate speech in different settings. 
The fourth competence, strategic competence, includes the verbal and nonverbal 
communicative strategies used to compensate for breakdowns in communication, which 
may result from an insufficient proficiency level or other factors related to performance. 
Because communication has a complex and unpredictable nature, speakers need 
strategies to be able to improvise when they cannot enhance or manage communication 
(Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1981; Lazaraton, 2001; Shumin, 2002). 
Conditions of speech that affect language are also important (Bygate, 2001, 
2002); speaking generally occurs immediately, within limits of time and space, which is 
not the case for written language. 
The first condition of spoken language is the “on line” nature of speech. 
Speakers have to conceptualize, formulate, and articulate their speech within limited 
time; therefore, the speech they produce may include pauses and mistakes. Since 
speakers are not likely to correct their mistakes immediately after the production of 
speech, listeners may encounter imperfect speech (Brown & Yule, 1983). 
The second condition is that both the speakers and listeners experience language 
production at the same time, in the same physical context. In other words, the nature of 
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speaking interaction is often physically face-to-face, except for telephone conversations. 
The first effect of this condition is that since both the speaker and the listener see each 
other and share the same physical context, they can interpret referential expressions 
(e.g., here, this, that) in the same way. The second effect of this condition is the 
assumption of shared knowledge and cooperation between the speaker and the hearer. 
The third condition refers to the difference between written interaction and 
spoken interaction. In spoken interaction, many people can take part in the oral 
interaction; therefore, spoken interaction is less predictable than written interaction. 
Finally, the relationship between the speaker and the listener may require using different 
levels of formality. This relationship can also determine the nature of turn taking, asking 
for clarification, and initiating or closing the interaction. 
Effective Oral Presentation Skills 
Among oral communication skills, acquiring and demonstrating effective oral 
presentation skills are highly valued by both academicians and professionals who are 
expected to make oral presentations in their own domains (Çıkıgıl & Karadağ, 2002; 
Tsui, 1992; Ürkün, 2003). In the literature on effective oral presentation skills, two main 
aspects of oral presentation are emphasized: organization and intelligibility. 
Boyle (1996) emphasizes the importance of organizing presentation content 
clearly and draws attention to the need for students to organize their language 
effectively, structure their discourse, and signal their intentions. He draws upon a 
problem solving device designed by Jordan to make oral presentations more organized. 
He also argues for clause-relational analysis to explain how signposting and other 
discourse cues are used to relate clauses together in a problem solving pattern for oral 
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presentation. In addition, he advocates the use of lexical signals, lexical repetitions, and 
grammatical and lexical parallelisms to make presentations audience-friendly in terms of 
organization. Mueller (2000) also highlights the importance of organization of oral 
presentation skills in the course he designed at the University of Hong Kong to teach 
oral presentation skills to Chinese engineering students. In order to teach non-native 
speakers of English with low English abilities techniques and to support effective oral 
presentations on technical subject, he gave top priority to strategies for organizing the 
introduction and the conclusion effectively, and for the use of visual aids. 
The intelligibility of oral presentations is the second aspect that was emphasized 
in the literature. Graham and Picklo (1994) advocate emphasizing pronunciation in 
effective oral presentation courses to make presentations more intelligible. They 
highlight the importance of pronunciation exercises, which involve stress and intonation, 
rhythm, the phonemic alphabet, and sounds versus spelling. Mueller (2000) views 
pronunciation an important aspect of oral presentations as well. She added strategies for 
improving pronunciation and compensating for problematic pronunciation into the 
course syllabus that she designed to make oral presentations more effective and 
intelligible. 
Issues in Assessment of Oral Skills 
 
Assessing oral skills is considered difficult when compared to the assessment of 
other language skills. The challenging nature of oral skills assessment stems from three 
different issues, two of which should be considered together: purposes of assessment, 
and subjectivity and reliability. 
 
  14 
Purposes of Assessment 
When designing oral assessment tasks, it is essential that each speaking test 
should have a clear purpose (Alderson et al., 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; J. D. 
Brown, 1995; Carroll & Hall, 1985; Cohen, 1994, 2001; Graves, 2000; Hughes, 1989; 
Weir, 1995). The nature of the assessment criteria to be used depends on the purpose of 
a test. Among the general purposes of assessment, such as assessing progress, 
proficiency, and achievement, three common assessment purposes in speaking tests are 
important in this study, namely, distinguishing among strong and weak students, giving 
instructors feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction, and giving students 
feedback on their learning process. 
The first common assessment purpose is to distinguish among strong and weak 
students. According to Tonkyn (2002), the number and the nature of different 
performance features to be selected for assessment of oral skills are important in 
distinguishing among students. The performance features in a rating scale should enable 
raters to differentiate good performances from bad performances. Thus, when the 
purpose of a speaking test is to differentiate between good students and bad students in 
terms of their oral presentation skills, the “discriminating power” (p. 10) of the 
performance features or categories should be taken into account. 
The other two common assessment purposes are concerned with the way a 
speaking test/assessment instrument gives instructors feedback on the effectiveness of 
their instruction and students feedback on their learning process. Because course content 
and objectives should be used as a starting point for what teachers assess, receiving 
feedback on the effectiveness of instructors’ instruction and giving students feedback on 
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the effectiveness of their learning process are only possible through tests whose 
objectives reflect language foci in classes (J. D. Brown, 1995; Graves, 2000). Hence, if 
the purpose of the speaking test is to give instructors feedback on the effectiveness of 
their instruction and students on their learning process, performance features included in 
rating scales should be parts of the course syllabus. 
Subjectivity and Reliability 
Language tests involve making subjective decisions; test developers when 
designing a test, test takers when taking tests, and scorers when scoring tests make 
subjective decisions (Bachman, 1990). Especially in performance testing, subjective 
assessment is viewed as a primary concern due to the ‘person-to-person’ aspect of 
testing oral proficiency (Carroll & Hall, 1985; Underhill, 1987; Upshur & Turner, 1999). 
Because raters are human beings who “do not always agree, either with each other or 
with what they said or thought last week” (Underhill, 1987, p. 89), subjective scoring is 
the main drawback of testing oral proficiency. 
Because raters make judgments to assess how well a student masters a skill or a 
task (Alderson et al., 1995), the subjective nature of oral assessment manifests itself in 
reliability problems regarding performance assessment. The difficulty of resolving these 
problems was one of the main reasons for the neglect of performance assessment in the 
past (Berkoff, 1985; Madsen & Jones, 1981; McNamara, 2000). More recently, 
McNamara (2000) illustrates the point when saying, “In the 1950s and 1960s, when 
concerns for reliability dominated language assessment, rater-mediated assessment was 
discouraged because of the problem of subjectivity” (p. 38). In today’s language classes, 
because of the emphasis given to communication or oral skills, relatively more rater-
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mediated assessment is carried out. 
Reliability, “a measure of accuracy, consistency, dependability, or fairness of 
scores resulting from administration of a particular examination” (Henning, 1987, p. 74), 
is one of the most significant criteria by which any type of language test is judged. One 
important type of reliability in performance assessment is rater reliability, which 
includes both intra-rater and inter-rater reliability. Different backgrounds of raters and 
rater bias may affect rater reliability negatively. However, improving rater reliability is 
possible to a certain extent through multiple raters, standardization of the raters, and 
clearly defined assessment criteria. 
Rater-related reliability has two aspects: intra-rater reliability and inter-rater 
reliability. The first aspect of rater related-reliability is intra-rater reliability, which 
refers to the consistency of scores of each rater. Intra-rater reliability is established 
through the correlation of scores obtained from the same rater on two different 
occasions. Inter-rater reliability is concerned with consistency across different raters, 
which is established by correlations of candidates’ scores obtained from different raters. 
This type of reliability is important for performance assessments in which two or more 
raters assign grades to the same performance. Not all raters are likely to assign similar 
grades when assessing the oral ability of a candidate. Although raters are not expected to 
assign the same grades to the same candidates all the time, raters should try to be 
consistent. However, rater backgrounds and rater bias may affect scores in oral 
assessment (Alderson et al., 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Genesee & Upshur, 1996; 
Heaton, 1990; Underhill, 1982, 1987; Weir, 1990). 
Because the quality of performance testing can be determined by the extent to 
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which control over subjective assessment is achieved by the raters, judgments of raters 
play an important role in assessing performance tests (Carroll & Hall, 1985). In line with 
the idea that rater judgments are important in assessing performance tests, raters may 
also have effects on test scores (Chalhoub-Deville, 1996; Lumley & McNamara, 1995; 
Turner & Upshur, 2002; Upshur & Turner, 1999). Ur (1996) highlights the possibility of 
rater effect despite the use of clearly defined criteria when saying, “Even if you agree on 
criteria, some testers will be stricter in applying them, others more lenient. It will be 
difficult to get reliable, consistent assessment” (p. 134). Although raters receive 
standardization-training and are exposed to clearly defined rating scale descriptors, 
raters may perceive and apply rating scales differently.  
The first reason why test scores are affected by the judgments of raters is related 
to raters’ different backgrounds. Raters with different occupational and linguistic 
backgrounds may apply rating scales and perceive assessment criteria differently. In a 
study reported in A. Brown (1995), native and near-native raters with different 
occupational and linguistic backgrounds awarded different ratings to the same students. 
Brown attributed these different ratings to raters’ different occupational and linguistic 
backgrounds. Similarly, Chalhoub-Deville (1996) holds the view that one of the two 
most important factors that affect test scores in human-scored, subjective L2 oral 
language testing is the rater. The results of research carried out by Chalhoub-Deville 
indicate that different rater groups with different backgrounds, teachers and non-teachers 
in this particular study, vary in terms of their expectations and evaluations of L2 oral 
language testing. The aspects of proficiency teacher-raters focus on are different from 
those the non-teacher-rater group emphasizes. The former put more emphasis on 
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communicative aspects of performance; the latter focus more on ‘grammar- 
pronunciation’ aspects of performance. 
The second reason for rater effects on test scores is rater bias. As Lumley and 
McNamara (1995) put it, “Raters may display patterns of harshness or leniency in 
relation to only one group of candidates, not others, or in relation to particular task, not 
others, or on one rating occasion, not the next” (p. 56). Raters may be tempted to assign 
higher grades to students who happen to hold similar views with raters themselves 
(Bress, 2002).  
Improving assessor or rater-related reliability is possible to a certain extent. The 
problematic nature of reliability in oral assessment may stem from inconsistencies 
among raters; yet, using more than one rater contributes to the reliability of oral ability 
testing. To ensure the reliability of oral assessment, two or more raters assess the same 
student performances and combine the grades they assigned to the same students 
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Berkoff, 1985; Brown & Hudson, 2002; Genesee & Upshur, 
1996; Henning, 1987; Hughes, 1989; Madsen& Jones, 1981; Norris, Brown, Hudson, & 
Yoshioka, 1998; Underhill, 1987; Weir, 1990). 
Furthermore, raters should also be trained and monitored for agreement. In 
addition, in order to minimize the subjective nature of oral assessment and maximize the 
reliability of oral assessment, criteria and level descriptors used to rate students should 
be interpreted in the same way by all raters. Conducting standardization sessions enables 
raters to interpret criteria and level descriptors in the same way to a certain extent 
(Alderson et al., 1995; Hughes, 1989; Madsen & Jones, 1981). Thus, minimizing judge 
severity or leniency can be achieved through standardization sessions. 
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In assessing oral performance, establishing a clear assessment procedure and 
using explicit criteria are essential to increase reliability (Hughes, 1989; Underhill, 1987; 
Weir, 1995). Norris et al. (1998) view creating explicit criteria as one of the “steps that 
can be taken to avoid the problems of performance assessment” (p. 24) with regard to 
reliability. They also add that different language aspects that will be measured, such as 
fluency and body language, should be accompanied by explicitly worded criteria if an 
analytic approach is to be used. In addition, using well designed rating scales also 
contributes to the standardization of raters in terms of severity or leniency. 
Rating Scales 
Raters use rating scales to rate students when assessing oral ability; therefore, 
rating scales play an important role in oral ability assessment. Although it is more 
difficult to rate language performance than it is to score discrete-point tests, objectively 
scored tests have been replaced by rated tasks in second language testing (Upshur & 
Turner, 1995). This particular change in practice places emphasis on the importance of 
“establishing a framework for making judgments” (McNamara, 2000, p. 67), which is a 
rating scale. Establishing such a framework is essential since “it offers a way of 
controlling, or helping to control, the unreliability of subjective oral assessments made 
possibly by a number of different assessors under different conditions” (Tonkyn, 1988, 
p. 5). 
As Davies et al. (1999) explain, a rating scale is a framework that serves as a 
“scale for the description of language proficiency consisting of a series of constructed 
levels against which a language learner’s performance is judged” (p. 53). Rating scales 
are made up of levels or bands, which are defined as: 
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a measure (e.g. 1 to 9, or A to E) or description of proficiency or 
ability of a test taker, normally as described on some kind of 
scale and determined on the basis of test performance or an 
indication or description of the difficulty of a test or examination 
(e.g. Beginner, Intermediate, Advanced), or of the tasks or texts 
it contains (Davies et al., 1999, p. 107). 
 
Levels or bands start from the lowest measure such as 1, beginner, or zero, to 
show students’ incompetent mastery of the targeted language ability construct; the 
highest levels or bands, such as 7 or 9, expert speaker, or native like, indicate that 
students who fit into this band exhibit complete mastery of a targeted language ability 
construct. For each level or band, there are descriptors, which define or describe the 
performance for each level. The wordings of the descriptors should enable raters to 
decide which sample performances observed match with which performance 
descriptions embedded in a rating scale. 
When constructing or developing a rating scale, two different approaches, 
analytic and holistic, with their strengths and limitations, should be considered. Levels 
and level descriptors, and three different category selection criteria: theoretical 
relevance, discriminating ability and empirical basis and assessibility should be taken 
into consideration as well. Despite the need for a rating scale in oral ability assessment, 
current rating scales arouse criticism. 
Two Approaches Used in a Development of a Rating Scale 
In developing rating scales, there are two main approaches: holistic and analytic. 
The former views the language ability as a single ability, requiring a single overall score. 
It is also known as global or impressionistic scoring. Holistic scales let raters judge the 
overall effectiveness of the performance rather than paying particular attention to the 
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separate parts of a performance. Holistic rating scales are usually preferred for rapid 
placement and progress tests, as this type of scoring is time saving and practical. The 
second approach that can be adopted in developing a rating scale is an analytic approach, 
which sees language ability as a combination of different skills or language components. 
Analytic rating scales require a separate score for each performance aspect. In analytic 
rating scales, the choice of categories for different language levels can be determined on 
the bases of instructional objectives and teachers' expectations (Bachman & Palmer, 
1996; Genesee & Upshur, 1996; McNamara, 2000; Underhill, 1987). Both rating scale 
types have their own strengths and limitations. Because the focus of this study is an 
analytic rating scale, the next section focuses solely on the strengths and limitations of 
analytic rating scales. 
Properties of Analytic Rating Scales 
Analytic rating scales have certain properties. Analytic rating scales have three 
strengths: allowing raters to monitor different sub-skills, forcing raters to attend to 
different aspects of performance, and reflecting actual rater practice. Diverting attention 
from overall performance, promoting a ‘halo effect’, and taking more time to use are the 
limitations of analytic rating scales. 
The first strength of analytic rating scales is that it allows raters to monitor 
uneven development of different sub-skills in students. With the help of analytic rating 
scales, raters can obtain useful feedback on students’ strengths and weaknesses in terms 
of different areas of language ability such as fluency, grammar or delivery (Bachman & 
Palmer, 1996; Genesee & Upshur, 1996; Hughes, 1989; Weir, 1995). 
The second strength of analytic rating scales is that raters are forced to pay 
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attention to certain aspects of performance, which they might not consider otherwise. 
Unspecified aspects of a performance in a rating scale might be overlooked or ignored 
by raters. Thus, analytic rating scales, which require assigning a number of scores to 
number of different aspects of language performance, may make the scoring procedure 
more reliable (Hughes, 1989; Weir, 1995). 
Bachman and Palmer (1996) identify one more property of analytic rating scales. 
According to Bachman and Palmer, analytic scoring is proof of what even raters who are 
assigned to use holistic rating scales do when scoring sample language ability. That is to 
say, raters are likely to consider different areas or components of performance even if 
they assign grades holistically. Therefore, using analytic rating scales enable raters to 
focus on various dimensions of student performance more effectively and easily. 
Analytic rating scales impose certain limitations on scoring as well. The first 
limitation of analytic rating scales is that paying attention to different aspects of 
language ability may cause a diversion from overall effect of performance in terms and 
attention. Thus, raters may overlook the overall effect of the language ability (Hughes, 
1989). 
The ‘halo effect’ can be regarded another limitation of analytic rating scales 
(Weir, 1995). The halo effect is “the distorting influence of early impressions on 
subsequent judgments of a subject’s attributes or performance, or the tendency of a rater 
to let an overall judgment of the person influence judgments on more specific attributes” 
(Davies et al., 1999, p. 72). When using analytic rating scales in order to score a single 
performance, raters tend to give scores based on their first impression of the student’s 
ability level. That is to say, a student who makes an ineffective start at the beginning of a 
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performance may be assigned a lower grade than the grade he really deserves, even if his 
performance is effective in terms of other skills, such as using signposts clearly or 
making an effective closing. 
Another limitation of analytic rating scales is that they are time consuming. 
Assigning separate grades to different aspects of a performance takes up much more 
time than assigning a single grade to the overall performance (Hughes, 1989). After 
deciding on whether to adopt an analytic approach for the development of a particular 
rating scale, constructors should take other issues into consideration. 
Issues that Should Be Considered in Constructing an Analytic Rating Scale 
When constructing a rating scale, the criteria used for the choice of category 
selection, the number of levels in a rating scale, and the performance descriptors used to 
describe expected behaviors or language performance for each level require attention. 
Tonkyn (2002) introduces the concept of “guiding principles” (p. 7) for selection 
of categories for rating scales. The first principle is ‘theoretical relevance’, which refers 
to the relevance of the selected categories to the notion of the construct. In other words, 
categories chosen for a particular rating scale should measure the construct of language 
ability that is to be measured; test scores should be interpretable as an indicator of the 
language ability in question (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). 
The second principle is ‘discriminating ability’, which is concerned with the 
degree to which selected categories let raters distinguish better from worse student 
performances. In addition, a clearly expressed band system within each category 
contributes to discriminating ability because it also enables raters to differentiate 
between ranges of performance with different success levels (Madsen, 1983). 
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The last principle is ‘empirical basis and assessibility,’ which refer to the degree 
of match between performance descriptors in the selected categories and the real-life 
situation, and the importance of the selected categories to the raters utilizing the rating 
scale. Raters may attach different degrees of importance to certain rating scale 
categories. J. D. Brown (1995) asserts that tests whose contents are the main language 
focus in language classes let raters receive feedback on effectiveness of their instruction 
and give their students feedback on their learning process. Thus, raters are likely to find 
rating scale categories whose objectives are taught in their classes more assessable and, 
therefore, more important than those whose objectives do not reflect course content. 
Assessment of oral ability can be negatively affected by the discrepancy between test 
content and instruction. That is to say, instruction and tests should be in harmony with 
each other; assessment criteria should be incorporated into the syllabus and considered 
in lesson planning procedures (Hughes, 2002; O’Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996).  
The number of levels to use in an analytic rating scale calls for consideration as 
well because the number of levels affects the quality of distinctions made by raters.  
McNamara (2000) emphasizes the importance of number of levels or categories and 
states that after establishing criteria, we should decide the necessary number of 
performance levels that will guide us in distinguishing between different performances. 
The typical number of levels in a standard rating scale is between 3 and 9. A clear rating 
scale should not consist of too few levels or bands (e.g., 3) because very few levels or 
bands may lead to limited discrimination. However, too many levels or bands (e.g., 15 or 
20) are also unfavorable since too many levels or bands may result in extremely fine 
distinctions, which can cause difficulties for raters. In other words, using more levels 
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than needed may lead to unreliability; the fewer levels there are in a rating scale, the 
higher reliability can be achieved. Moreover, the designers should also consider ‘the 
shrinkage factor’. When applying a rating scale, raters are likely to avoid using highest 
or lowest bands or levels. Thus, the scale shrinks to the levels or bands between the 
highest and the lowest levels or bands (Carroll & Hall, 1985; Heaton, 1990; McNamara, 
2000, Underhill, 1987). 
The third issue that should be considered relates to the descriptors or descriptions 
of performance used to describe expected behaviors or language performance for each 
level or band. The content and the organization of descriptors of ranges of language 
ability in a rating scale can be diverse, depending on the purpose of assessment. 
Descriptors should not be overly comprehensive because elaborate descriptors may 
confuse the raters; on the other hand, simple descriptors are not advised either since they 
constitute a narrow basis for distinguishing among test takers. That is to say, level 
descriptors should be detailed enough to cover the required range of performance. In 
addition, descriptors should be phrased in terms of performance; they should also reflect 
the purpose of scoring (Carroll & Hall, 1985; Heaton, 1990; McNamara, 2000, 
Underhill, 1987). 
A consideration of issues related to criteria and number of levels leads to a ‘basic 
framework’ for a rating scale. The nature of such a framework depends on the purpose 
of a test and the context or the institution (Heaton, 1990; Hughes, 1989; McNamara, 
2000; Morrow, 1982; O’Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996; Underhill, 1982). In other 
words, each institution, depending on its instructional objectives or its own concept of 
oral ability construct, should have its own rating framework. However, despite careful 
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considerations, perfect scales do not exist. Therefore, developing a relatively more 
suitable rating scale is possible only by trial and error, which involves a process of 
adaptations, improvements, and clarifications (Underhill, 1987). 
Criticisms Made about Current Rating Scales  
Current rating scales cause major problems in terms of reliability, ranging from 
the possibility of different interpretations of scale descriptors by raters to most published 
rating scales being too broad to place average second language learners in an appropriate 
category in the scale. Also, current rating scales have problems with validity ranging 
from the wrong order of second language developmental steps reflected in scale 
descriptors to mismatch between scale descriptors and teachers’ own objectives 
(Fulcher, 1987; Turner & Upshur, 2002; Upshur & Turner, 1995). Upshur & Turner 
(1995) explain the mismatch when saying: 
Scale descriptors often do not conform to a teacher’s own objectives. 
Typically, descriptors list a number of features a performance must 
incorporate in order to receive a given score. Teachers might not, 
however, have all of those features as objectives in their courses (p. 6). 
 
The reliability and validity problems that current rating scales cause have three 
sources: the relativistic wording of the rating scale descriptors, their intuition-oriented 
basis, and their theory-oriented basis. The first source of reliability and validity 
problems that current rating scales lead to is relative wording (e.g., better than level 1) or 
formulation of norm-referenced descriptors which involves the use of words such as 
‘poor’ and ‘moderate’. Such descriptors cannot stand alone and help to distinguish 
students on their own without the other level descriptors offered in the scale. Using such 
descriptors may lead to a false profile for a student (North & Schneider, 1998; Turner & 
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Upshur, 2002). 
The second source of reliability and validity problems is that most rating scales 
have been developed based on intuitions. That is to say, rating scale designers identify 
the essential features through discussions in which raters put sample performances into 
an order. Therefore, some important issues are given little consideration in the process of 
developing such rating scales. For example, in rating scales developed based on 
intuition, categories and descriptor formulations may not be relevant to users. Moreover, 
the use of models of language, communicative competence, measurement are rarely 
included in intuitively developed rating scales (North & Schneider, 1998). 
The third source of reliability and validity problems is concerned with current 
rating scales’ theory-based nature, which lacks empirical justification. A link should be 
established as much as possible between real-life descriptors and task performance 
descriptors embedded in a rating scale to minimize the effect of rating scales’ theory-
based nature (Pollitt & Murray, 1996). 
Although rating scales attract criticism about some of their qualities, rating scales 
are one of the basic components of rating procedures. Because raters are as important as 
rating scales as another component of rating procedures, the relationship between raters 
and rating scales should be examined. 
The Relationship between Raters and Rating Scale Criteria 
Because raters utilize rating scales when judging students’ oral proficiency, 
raters’ understanding of the underlying construct that is being measured with the rating 
scale and their perceptions of the rating scale that they are using are important. Each 
rater has his/her own perspective, which reflects the different ways that raters describe 
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language proficiency and the degree to which raters attach importance to pre-determined 
aspects of performance specified in a rating scale (Tonkyn, 2002).  
In their study, Pollitt and Murray (1996) assert that assessor-oriented rating 
scales, which describe student performance observed for each level in the sample, may 
cause difficulties in terms of interpretation of descriptors offered in the scale. They state 
that the relationship between rating scale criteria and raters should be examined as 
raters’ interpretations of oral ability may affect test results. According to Pollitt and 
Murray, in order to represent the construct of oral proficiency in the form of descriptors 
in the best way: 
The set of descriptors should closely match what the raters perceive in 
the performances they have to grade. The starting point for scale 
development should surely therefore is a study of the perceptions of 
proficiency by raters in the act of judging proficiency (p. 76). 
 
When carrying out their research, Pollitt and Murray used Thurston’s ‘Method of 
Paired Comparisons’ to monitor inter-rater and intra-rater consistency. They also used 
Kelly’s ‘Repertory Grid Procedure’ in order to find out constructs of performance used 
by the raters. One of the most salient results of the study showed that raters concentrate 
on different aspects at different levels in the rating scale. In other words, when judging 
high proficiency speakers, raters expect them to produce native-like speech by putting 
more emphasis on the content; when judging low proficiency level speakers, raters focus 
more on accuracy by putting more emphasis on the way they produce speech. Because 
of the lack of attention paid to instructors’ perceptions of and attitudes towards rating 
scales that they utilize, the need for further study is evident. 
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Conclusion 
This chapter has reviewed the related literature to this study: oral skills, issues 
related to oral assessment, and rating scales. The next chapter will focus on the 
methodology of the study, including setting, participants, data collection instrument, 
data collection procedures, and data analysis used in the study. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This study is designed to investigate ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of and 
attitudes towards the final project presentation rating scale used in the MLD at METU. 
In this chapter, first the setting of the study is discussed. Then, the participants involved 
in this study are presented. After that, the data collection instrument is explained. 
Finally, data collection and data analysis procedures are discussed. 
Setting 
This study is conducted in the MLD at METU. ENG 211 (Academic Oral 
Presentation skills) is one of the four courses that are offered in the MLD. ENG 211 is 
designed to teach and improve the students’ skills in making presentations in English. It 
is offered to the second year students from all departments. In this course, students are 
required to make four presentations: an informative speech, a seminar (a group 
presentation), a persuasive speech, and a final project presentation. Classwork (2 quizzes 
and participation in class), the first three presentations, a midterm exam and the final 
project presentation provide the bases for the assesment in the course. For the final 
project presentation, students are required to work in groups of 4 or 5 throughout the 
term. ENG 211 students have two options in terms of topic choice: a campus related 
problem (e.g., stray dogs and cats on campus) or ethics related topic (e.g., ethics of 
newsmaking). Students are provided with alternative topics; however, they can also 
come up with topics of their own. Preparation for the final project presentation takes a 
full academic term; at the end of the term groups make their presentations to share 
information on the selected topic. As a group, students are given 30 or 35 minutes, 
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including question time; each student has approximately five minutes for his/her part of 
the presentation. ENG 211 students are provided with a general evaluation criteria for 
oral presentations at the end of their ENG 211 course book. In the assessment of the 
final project presentation, a co-rating procedure is applied. Two raters assign grades to 
the same students; final grade is calculated by combining and taking the avarage of the 
two grades assigned by two different raters. The ENG 211 coordinator establishes the 
co-rating procedure by assigning the instructors whose class hours do not conflict with 
each others’ to co-rate for their students. 
Participants 
The total number of participants involved in this research study were 30 
instructors who have offered ENG 211 Speaking course since Fall semester 2001. 
Because instructors offer courses in rotation in the MLD at METU, instructors who offer 
ENG 211 change every two semesters. Out of the 30 instructors, five instructors were 
used for piloting the data collection instrument. Twenty-five participants were used for 
the study itself. Twelve of the participants offered ENG 211 during the 2002-2003 
Spring semester. The other 13 participants are those who have offered the ENG 211 in 
the last two years. 
Twenty-eight of the participants are females; two of the participants are males. 
They are all non-native English speaking teachers except for one female instructor. The 
participants’ ages range from 29 to 55. Their English teaching experiences range from 
five to 25 years. 
Instrument 
In order to collect data on ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the final project 
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presentation rating scale used in the MLD, a questionnaire (Appendix B) was 
constructed as questionnaires are standardized data collection tools which require every 
respondent to answer the same questions (Sapsford, 1999). The questionnaire is 
composed of two parts. The first part aims to gather information on instructors’ 
backgrounds. The objective of the second part was to collect data on ENG 211 
instructors’ perceptions of and attitudes towards the final project presentation rating 
scale used in the MLD at METU. 
The second part of the questionnaire consists of three rating questions and two 
open-ended questions. The first rating question was asked to find an answer to research 
question 3a: What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as 
most important to distinguish among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills. The aim of the second rating question was to find an answer to 
research question 3b: What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 
instructors rank as most important to give instructors feedback on the effectiveness of 
their instruction of oral presentation skills. The third rating question was asked to find an 
answer to research question 3c: What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 
instructors rank as most important to give students feedback on various aspects of their 
presentation skills. In the three rating questions, the original final project presentation 
rating scale was used. Participants were asked to evaluate each category of the rating 
scale on a three point Likert-scale as ‘not essential’, ‘useful but not essential’, and 
‘essential’. 
The first open-ended question was asked to find an answer to research question 
1: What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as positive attributes of the final project 
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presentation rating scale. The second open ended question was asked to find answer to 
research question 2: What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as negative attributes of the 
final project presentation rating scale. To facilitate an understanding of the types of 
questions used in the questionnaire and how the different forms of questions relate to 
different research questions, see Table 1. 
Table 1 
The forms of questions addressing research questions 
 
Question type  Research Questions                
  
1. Rating (3-point Likert-scale) 3a.) What categories in the existing rating 
scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important to distinguish among strong and 
weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills? 
 
2. Rating (3-point Likert-scale) 3b.) What categories in the existing rating 
scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important to give instructors feedback on the 
effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills? 
 
3. Rating (3-point Likert-scale) 3c.) What categories in the existing rating 
scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important to give students feedback on 
various aspects of their presentation skills.? 
 
4. Open-ended 1.) What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as 
positive attributes of the final project 
presentation rating scale? 
 
5. Open-ended 2.) What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as 
negative attributes of the final project 
presentation rating scale? 
 
 
Procedures 
Drawing upon the position of J. D. Brown (1995), that teachers can receive 
  34 
feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction and give students feedback on their 
learning process through tests which reflect course contents, a questionnaire was 
designed to collect data for the study. The head of the Department of Modern Languages 
was asked for permission for the administration of the questionnaire in the department. 
After receiving permission, thirty participants were assigned numbers from 1 to 30 in 
order to randomly select five instructors with whom the researcher piloted the 
instrument. The five instructors were chosen with the help of a computer random 
number generator program. Participants with the first five numbers selected were asked 
to fill in the questionnaire and indicate any unclear or ambiguous items. None of the 
instructors used for piloting suggested any changes in the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire was then administered between 20th of March and 12th of April 2003 in 
the MLD with twenty-five participants. 
Data Analysis 
The questionnaire was composed of two sections. The aim of the first section was 
to acquire data on participants’ backgrounds. The second section of the questionnaire was 
designed to obtain data on instructors’ perceptions of and attitudes towards the final 
project presentation rating scale. The data gathered from the second section of the 
questionnaire were analyzed in two steps. First, the data gathered from the first three 
rating questions in the second section of the questionnaire were analyzed quantitatively. 
With the help of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 10.0, 
descriptive statistics were calculated to examine the central tendency (mean) and 
dispersion (standard deviation) of the ratings given to final project scale categories with 
respect to how essential they are to the participants for each of the three different 
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questions. Second, the data obtained from the two open-ended questions were analyzed 
qualitatively. The common positive and negative attributes mentioned by the participants 
were grouped. Commonality was determined by the use of the same words or related 
concepts. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter, the issues related to methodology of the study were included: 
setting of the study, participants, data collection instrument, data collection procedures, 
and data analysis procedures. The next chapter will focus on the results of the data 
analysis of the study in detail.  
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Introduction 
 
The aim of this study was to explore ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the final 
project presentation rating scale. This chapter focuses on data analysis and interpretation 
of the results. In this chapter, first the data gathered through the three rating type questions 
in the questionnaire are presented and analyzed. Then, the data obtained from the two 
open-ended questions in the questionnaire are presented and analyzed. Finally, the results 
are interpreted and discussed. 
Data Analysis Procedure 
The data were collected through a questionnaire which consisted of two sections. 
The questions in the first section of the questionnaire aimed to supply the researcher with 
information about ENG 211 instructors’ backgrounds. The second section of the 
questionnaire included two parts: three rating questions and two open-ended questions. 
The data obtained through the three rating questions in the second section of the 
questionnaire were analyzed quantitatively. Statistical analysis was applied to each rating 
question to examine the frequency, central tendency (mean score), and dispersion 
(standard deviation) of ratings given by ENG 211 instructors to categories the ENG 211 
final project presentation rating scale. In addition, in order to support the quantitative 
analyses, participants’ comments in response to the open-ended questions are cited where 
relevant. The data gathered from the two open-ended questions in the second section of 
the questionnaire, which inquired about ENG 211 instructors’ perceived positive and 
negative atributes of final project presentation rating scale, were analyzed qualitatively by 
grouping commonly perceived positive and negative attributes together and interpreting 
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the results. 
Analysis of Data Collected Through the Three Rating Questions 
The questions in the first part of the second section of the questionnaire were 
formulated to ask ENG 211 instructors to evaluate the rating scale categories on the basis 
of three different criteria. The first rating question aims to answer research question 3a: 
What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important for distinguishing among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills. The aim of the second rating question is to find the answer to research 
question 3b: What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as 
most important for giving instructors feedback on effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills. The third rating question aims to answer the research question 3c: 
What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important for giving students feedback on various aspects of their presentation skills. The 
rating questions used a 3-point Likert-scale whose possible answers were ‘not essential’, 
‘useful but not essential’, and ‘essential’. 
Analysis of the Responses for the First Rating Question in the Questionnaire 
Table 2 shows the data gathered for the first rating question in the questionnaire, 
which asks ENG 211 instructors to evaluate the rating scale categories according to how 
essential these rating scale categories are to them for distinguishing among strong and 
weak students in terms of academic oral presentation skills. Specifically, the table includes 
the final project presentation rating scale categories, frequency of responses provided by 
the participants, and the mean and standard deviation results.
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Table 2: 
Results for distinguishing among strong and weak students 
Rating scale categories Frequency of responses 
  
NE 
 
UNE 
 
E 
 
M 
 
sd 
A1 Making a good start      0 3 22 2.88  0.33 
A2 Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information 0 4 21 2.84  0.37 
A3 Organizing information clearly    0 2 23 2.92  0.28 
A4 Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of 
the presentation 
0 3 22 2.88  0.33 
A5 Ending with an effective closing    0 7 18 2.72  0.46 
A6 Using accurate grammar      2 13 10 2.32  0.63 
A7 Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary 0 9 15 2.62  0.49 
A8 Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures) 1 5 19 2.72  0.54 
A9. Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.) 0 9 16 2.64  0.49 
A10 Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple) 2 9 14 2.48  0.65 
A11 Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring 
integrating, giving clear  instructions) 
2 6 17 2.60  0.65 
A12 Time management                                           2 14 9 2.28  0.61 
A13 Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of 
subtopics, taking and giving the floor effectively) 
2 8 15 2.52  0.65 
A14 Valid research (including data collection through field 
research) 
1 9 15 2.56  0.58 
A15 Ability to deal with the questions    2 12 11 2.36  0.64 
Note. NE = Not essential, UNE = Useful but not essential, E = Essential, M = Mean, sd = Standard deviation 
 
The overall frequency of the responses for the rating scale categories indicate that 
ENG 211 instructors consider most categories ‘essential’ for distinguishing among strong 
and weak students in terms of academic oral presentation skills. However, ENG 211 
instructors do not find some categories ‘essential’ for distinguishing among strong and 
weak students in terms of academic oral presentation skills because they measure 
language features that instructors do not teach in class and that they think are less 
assessable. 
Among the 12 categories rated as ‘essential’ by the majority of Eng 211 
instructors, the rating scale category Organizing information clearly (A3) was viewed as 
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essential by 23 ENG 211 instructors out of 25 and ‘useful but not essential’ only by the 
other 2 instructors. Therefore, with the highest mean and the lowest standard deviation 
results, the rating scale category Organizing information clearly (A3) shows the broadest 
agreement among ENG 211 instructors. Not surprisingly, the category Using transitions 
and signposts clearly (A4) were considered as ‘essential’ by 22 instructors, possibly 
because categories Organizing information clearly (A3) and Using transitions and 
signposts clearly (A4) basically address the same goal or objective. Hence, these 
responses suggest that since ENG 211 instructors spend relatively more time teaching 
organization than teaching other components of oral presentation skills which might be 
observed through the use of signposts and transitions, these rating scale categories best 
enable them to distinguish among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills. 
For the rating scale categories Using accurate grammar (A6) and Time 
management (A12), the majority of the responses fell into the ‘useful but not essential’ 
part of the three point Likert-scale. The category Time management (A12) does not 
enable teachers to distinguish among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills because ENG 211 instructors think it is difficult to assess the category 
in terms of student performances. The participants’ responses suggest that they might 
have witnessed situations in which strong students were not able to manage their time 
effectively on account of stage fright or deal with a question for some reason. Because 
ENG 211 instructors do not teach grammar, they also found the category Using accurate 
grammar (A6) only useful for distinguishing among strong and weak students in terms of 
academic oral presentation skills. The participants might have found the category useful 
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due to their experience which let them believe that students who can use accurate 
grammar give relatively better presentations than those who cannot. 
A plurality of the instructors rated the category Ability to deal with questions 
(A15) as ‘useful but not essential’ in terms of distinguishing among strong and weak 
students in terms of academic oral presentation skills. Participants’ responses in the 
second open-ended question also supported the statistical data about category Ability to 
deal with questions (A15). One of the instructors reported in the second open-ended 
question part that in some cases no questions are asked; however, a rating still has to be 
given based on no evidence. Another instructor also stated that no matter who and how 
many students answer the questions, all the students in the group get the same grade. 
(Participant 3) Ability to deal with the questions becomes a 
problem when no questions are asked (However, there is nothing 
that can be done.) 
(Participant 22) One person answers the question, all members get 
the same mark or even if nobody answers, we still give bonus 
marks! 
 
The categories Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary (A7), Fluency 
(A9), Quality of visuals (A10), Group coordination (A13), and Valid research (A14) were 
rated as only ‘useful but not essential’ by a third of the instructors for distinguishing 
among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral presentation skills. As with the 
category Ability to deal with the questions (A15), ENG 211 instructors find categories 
Group coordination (A13), and Valid research (A14) difficult to assess in terms of 
division of labor in group performances. Participants’ responses in the second open-ended 
question also supported the statistical data about categories Group coordination (A13) and 
Valid research (A14). Participants perceived these categories as negative attributes of the 
rating scale because they find the categories difficult to assess. That is to say, instructors 
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think that it is difficult to decide which group member conducts the research or who really 
contributes to the group coordination by making enough effort. 
(Participant 22) We can never be sure who really does the research – 
it is not a group work at all. 
 
(Participant 10) Trouble makers in groups (one student does 
everything and the others do nothing. Teachers must be careful and 
check groups from time to time). 
 
The categories Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary (A7), and 
Fluency (A9) were the categories whose objectives are not parts of the ENG 211 
syllabus. The participants might have found the categories useful, though, because of 
their personal opinion that fluency and effective vocabulary use can contribute to 
students’ academic presentation skills. 
Analysis of the Responses for the Second Rating Question in the Questionnaire 
Table 3 shows the data gathered from the second rating question in the 
questionnaire, which asks ENG 211 instructors to evaluate the rating scale categories 
according to how essential these rating scale categories are to them for receiving feedback 
on the effectiveness of their instruction of academic oral presentation skills. Specifically, 
the table includes the final project presentation rating scale categories, frequency of 
responses provided by the participants, and mean and standard deviation results. 
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Table 3: 
Results for receiving feedback on the effectiveness of participants’ instruction  
 
Rating scale categories  Frequency of  responses 
 NE UNE E M sd 
 
B1  Making a good start                                          
 
0 
 
4 
 
21 
 
2.84 
 
 0.37 
B2  Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information 2 9 14 2.48  0.65 
B3  Organizing information clearly                                         0 2 23 2.92  0.28 
B4  Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of 
the presentation 
0 5 20 2.80  0.41 
B5  Ending with an effective closing                   1 5 19 2.72  0.54 
B6  Using accurate grammar                                    12 4 9 1.88  0.93 
B7  Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary 4 13 8 2.16  0.69 
B8   Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures) 1 3 21 2.80  0.50 
B9   Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.)     3 9 13 2.40  0.71 
B10  Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple) 0 5 20 2.80  0.41 
B11  Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring 
integrating, giving clear  instructions) 
0 5 20 2.80  0.41 
B12  Time management 0 16 9 2.36  0.49 
B13  Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of 
subtopics, taking and giving the floor effectively) 
1 4 19 2.75  0.53 
B14  Valid research (including data collection through field 
research) 
1 11 12 2.45  0.59 
B15  Ability to deal with the questions 3 11 11 2.32  0.69 
Note. NE = Not essential, UNE = Useful but not essential, E = Essential, M = Mean, sd = Standard deviation 
 
Although the overall results are lower than the results obtained from the first rating 
type question, the frequency analyses for the second rating question show that the majority 
of the ENG 211 instructors agreed that two thirds of the rating scale categories are 
essential in terms of receiving feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills. However, some categories were considered ‘not essential’ or ‘useful 
but not essential’ by the majority of the instructors. These categories were the categories 
whose objectives are not taught by ENG 211 instructors, which had unclear descriptors, 
and were less assessable. 
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Among the 10 rating scale categories out of 15 rated as essential by a majority of 
the ENG 211 instructors, the category Organizing information clearly (B3) shows general 
agreement among ENG 211 instructors with the highest mean and the lowest standard 
deviation results. As with the finding for the first rating question, the finding shows that as 
the instructors teach how to organize information clearly in ENG 211 classes, they regard 
the category as essential for assessing students and receiving feedback on their teaching. 
With the lowest mean and the highest standard deviation results, the rating scale 
category Using accurate grammar (B6) can be seen as a source of disagreement among 
ENG 211 instructors. Sixteen instructors rated the category as not ‘essential’. Instructors’ 
responses to the second open-ended question regarding the category Using accurate 
grammar also supported the statistical data from the second criterion, giving instructors 
feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction. One participant regarded language 
categories as negative attributes of the scale and stated that the reason for this result is 
related to their not being part of the instruction in ENG 211 classes. ENG 211 instructors 
cannot receive feedback on the effectiveness of a component which is not an actual part of 
their instruction. 
(Participant 19) Language items are the negative ones. (grammar, 
vocab. etc). You cannot do anything for those. 
 
The results obtained for the rating scale category Time management (B12) are 
important because majority of the instructors rated the category (B12) as ‘useful but not 
essential’ in terms of receiving feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills. It may be stated that ENG 211 instructors cannot do anything about 
time management and cannot assess the category easily because students may experience 
stage fright which may result in an inappropriate pace. Students may speak faster or 
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slower than desired or forget or skip parts of their presentations, which may cause them to 
finish up earlier than they planned. 
The results obtained for the rating scale category Using appropriate, diverse and 
relevant vocabulary (B7) are also noteworthy. As with the category (B12), majority of the 
instructors took the view that the category (B7) is ‘useful but not essential’ in terms of 
receiving feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction of oral presentation skills. The 
responses may indicate that because ENG 211 instructors do not teach vocabulary, most of 
them did not rate the category Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary (B7) as 
‘essential’ for receiving feedback on their instruction. 
Nearly half of the participants rated the categories Valid research (B14) and 
Ability to deal with the questions (B15) as ‘useful but not essential’ for receiving feedback 
on the effectiveness of their instruction of oral presentation skills. Again, instructors’ 
responses in the second open-ended question also supported the statistical data about these 
categories. Participants reported that they view the category Valid research (B14) as one 
of the negative attributes of the rating scale for two reasons. First, they do not teach 
students how to conduct research as part of the course content. The second reason is that 
they think different instructors may interpret the objective of the category differently. 
(Participant 21) Valid research is very difficult to grade. We do not 
teach how to collect and analyze data but grade it even though we 
ourselves are sure that the data collected rarely proves to be scientific. 
 
(Participant 7) …the instruction and the emphasis we give on this 
component is variant across the teachers!!! This is due to the 
vagueness of this objective or of the requirements of this task even to 
the teachers. Do our teachers know what valid research really is? 
 
Responses for Ability to deal with the questions (B15) are similar to the responses 
for the same category in the first rating question. Again, because there may be no 
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questions, this category cannot give teachers feedback on their instruction. 
The rating scale categories Providing relevant, mature, valid, and clear information 
(B2) and Fluency (B9) were regarded as only ‘useful but not essential’ or ‘not essential’ 
by nearly half of the participants. The responses for the rating scale category Providing 
relevant, mature, valid, and clear information (B2) are in line with the responses received 
for the second open-ended question. Two participants reported that they consider the 
category one of the negative attributes of the rating scale because they are not sure what is 
meant by ‘mature and valid information’. 
(Participant 22) What do these objectives mean? Wouldn’t it change 
from rater to rater? 
 
As for the category Fluency (B9), many instructors view fluency as ‘useful but not 
essential’ for receiving feedback on their instruction because they do not teach it directly. 
Analysis of the Responses for the Third Rating Question in the Questionnaire 
Table 4 shows the data gathered for the third rating question in the questionnaire, 
which asks ENG 211 instructors to evaluate the rating scale categories according to how 
essential these rating scale categories are to them for giving students feedback on various 
aspects of their oral presentation skills. Specifically, the table includes the final project 
presentation rating scale categories, frequency of responses provided by the participants, 
and mean and standard deviation results. 
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Table 4 
Results for giving students feedback on their oral presentation skills    
Rating scale categories  Frequency of  responses 
 NE UNE E M sd 
 
C1  Making a good start                                          
 
0 
 
 4 
 
21 
 
2.84 
 
 0.37 
C2  Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information 0  5 20 2.80  0.41 
C3  Organizing information clearly                                         0  2 23 2.92  0.28 
C4  Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of 
the presentation 
0  2 23 2.92  0.28 
C5  Ending with an effective closing                   0  4 21 2.84  0.37 
C6  Using accurate grammar                                    5  11 9 2.16  0.75 
C7  Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary 1  11 13 2.48  0.59 
C8   Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures) 0  3 22 2.88  0.33 
C9   Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.)     0  10 15 2.60  0.50 
C10  Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple) 0  6 19 2.76  0.44 
C11  Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring 
integrating, giving clear  instructions) 
0  3 22 2.88  0.33 
C12  Time management                                           1  10 14 2.52  0.59 
C13  Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of 
subtopics, taking and giving the floor effectively) 
0  8 16 2.66  0.48 
C14  Valid research (including data collection through field 
research) 
1  6 18 2.68  0.56 
C15  Ability to deal with the questions                 3  10 12 2.36  0.70 
Note. NE = Not essential, UNE = Useful but not essential, E = Essential, M = Mean, sd = Standard deviation 
 
The frequency analyses for the third rating question show that the majority of the  
ENG 211 instructors hold the same view as with the previous two questions, that  most of 
the rating scale categories are essential for giving students feedback on various aspects of 
their oral presentation skills. On the other hand, some categories were rated as only ‘useful 
but not essential’ by the instructors. 
Among the rating scale categories that were regarded as ‘essential’ by the majority 
of the instructors, Organizing information clearly (C3) and Using transitions and signposts 
clearly (C4) were viewed ‘essential’ by almost all the instructors, 23 out of 25, with the 
highest means and lowest standard deviations as a result. These categories, which 
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basically measure the same objective, were rated as ‘essential’ by the majority of the 
instructors for the third time. This result suggests that because categories Organizing 
information clearly (3) and Using transitions and signposts clearly (4) are taught and can 
be observed by the instructors, they are essential categories in terms of three assessment 
purposes in the study. 
The results for the rating scale category Using accurate grammar (C6) show that 
most of the ENG 211 instructors felt that this category is not ‘essential’ for giving students 
feedback on their oral presentation skills, just as with distinguishing among strong and 
weak students and receiving feedback on effectiveness of their instruction. ENG 211 
instructors do not teach grammar; therefore, they do not consider category Using accurate 
grammar (6) as ‘essential’ in any way. 
More than half of the participants did not regard the category Ability to deal with 
the questions (C15) as ‘essential’ and cannot assess the category easily. Because the 
instructors cannot control the number of questions asked, nor who answers the questions, 
they did not consider the category ‘essential’. For these reasons, category 15 was not rated 
as an ‘essential’ category for the second time by the majority of the participants. 
Nearly half of the participants did not rate the category Using appropriate, diverse 
and relevant vocabulary (C7) as ‘essential’. The category Using appropriate, diverse and 
relevant vocabulary (7) is not specified as ‘essential’ for the third time in terms of three 
assessment purposes in question. As was confirmed in the second open-ended question, 
ENG 211 instructors do not teach vocabulary; therefore, they did not regard the category 
as essential. 
Fluency (C9) and Time management (C12) were the categories which were also 
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considered ‘useful but not essential’ by more than a third of the participants for the third 
time. As mentioned before, ENG 211 instructors do not teach fluency directly and they 
may find the category Time management (12) less assessable in terms of student 
performances on account of stage fright. 
Analysis of the Data Collected Through Two Open-Ended Questions 
The two open-ended questions presented in the second part of the second section 
of the questionnairre were formulated to inquire about ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions 
of the positive and negative atributes of the final project presentation rating scale. The 
responses to these questions were analyzed qualitatively by listing the common perceived 
positive and negative attributes of the final project presentation mentioned by the ENG 
211 instructors to show general tendencies. The first open-ended question aims to answer 
the research question 1: What are the ENG 211 instructors’ perceived positive attributes of 
the existing rating scale?; the second open-ended question intends to answer the research 
question 2: What are the ENG 211 instructors’ perceived negative attributes of the existing 
rating scale. 
Positive Attributes of the Final Project Presentation Rating Scale 
In table 5, commonly perceived positive attributes of the final project presentation 
rating scale specified by the participants are grouped into six categories. In addition, 
frequency of responses are provided. 
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Table 5 
Commonly perceived positive attributes of the final project presentation rating scale  
 
Commonly perceived positive attributes 
  
Frequency 
1. The rating scale covers many/all aspects/subskills of   
oral presentation skills 
11 
2. It helps instructors to give students specific feedback 
about their performance 
2 
3. It is user friendly 2 
4. It involves both group and individual performance 
evaluation and rating 
2 
5. Good point allocation 1 
6. Extra features in the scale and point deduction 
discretion 
1 
  
Among the 25 participants who filled in the questionnaire, three instructors did not 
provide any answers for the two open-ended questions. Thus, the total number of 
instructors who answered the two open-ended questions is 22. Half of the instructors who 
answered the two open-ended questions supplied the same answer for the first open-ended 
question. The comprehensive nature of the final project presentation rating scale was seen 
as a positive attribute by the 11 ENG 211 instructors. They reported that the final project 
presentation rating scale covers all essential aspects or subskills of oral presentation skills 
and enables them to observe different aspects or subskills simultaneously and concentrate 
better on what to grade. However, one of the participants specified the rating scale’s 
comprehensive nature as a negative attribute and stated that the rating scale consists of too 
many categories, which may lead to unreliable scoring. ENG 211 instructors who 
perceived the comprehensive nature of the rating scale as a positive attribute might have 
thought that having many components to grade on a rating scale would let instructors stay 
on track by enabling them to focus on aspects of oral presentation skills that they might 
have otherwise overlooked. 
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Apart from the most significant commonality mentioned above, five other 
perceived positive attributes of the final project presentation rating scale were specified by 
the ENG 211 instructors. Two of the participants reported that because the final project 
presentation rating scale includes many aspects and subskills of oral presentation skills, it 
helps instructors to give students specific feedback about students’ performance. 
However, as responses for the third rating question show, a third of the rating scale 
categories were not rated as ‘essential’ for giving students feedback on various aspects of 
their oral presentation skills by more than a third of the participants (See Table 4). 
Another positive attribute that was reported by two other instructors was the user 
friendly quality of the rating scale. Because no follow up interviews were conducted, the 
researcher interpreted the participants’ statement to mean that the rating scale was clear 
and easy to understand. In other words, these two instructors believe that the rating scale 
guides them well when assigning grades because it is clear enough to be understood 
easily. 
In addition, the fact that the final project presentation rating scale involves both 
group and individual performance evaluation and rating was considered as another 
positive attribute by another two instructors. Because the final project presentation 
involves group work, these two instructors might have thought that considering group 
performance as well as students’ individual performances would be more fair. 
Besides these commonly perceived positive attributes, another two positive 
attributes of the final project presentation rating scale were specified by two different 
instructors. According to one of the instructors, extra features in the rating scale, (e.g., 
memorization, and reading from a text) and the complete point deduction discretion left to 
  51 
instructors regarding these extra features were positive attributes. However, this level of 
autonomy granted to instructors may result in unreliability. Instructors may not always 
differentiate between a memorised presentation and a well-prepared presentation. 
Similarly, how much importance ENG 211 instructors attach to these undesirable aspects 
may vary from one instructor to the other to a great extent. The last positive attribute of 
the final project presentation rating scale perceived by one of the participants was that the 
point allocation in the rating scale is effective. However, this contradicts what was 
reported as a negative attribute of the scale in responses to the second open-ended 
question; six participants stated that the point allocation in the rating scale is bad. 
Negative Attributes of the Final Project Presentation Rating Scale 
In table 6, the commonly perceived negative attributes of the final project 
presentation rating scale reported by the participants are grouped into 12 categories. In 
addition, the frequency of responses is also provided. 
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Table 6 
Commonly perceived negative attributes of the final project presentation rating scale 
 
Commonly perceived negative attributes 
 
Frequency 
1. Bad point allocation 6 
2. Group coorination-overall outline/logical division of 
subtopics, taking and giving the floor effectively 
The rating scale category (13) 
5 
3. Valid research-including data collection through field 
research 
The rating scale category (14)  
4 
4. Ability to deal with the questions 
The rating scale category (15) 
3 
5. Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information 
 The rating scale category (2) 
2 
6. Using accurate grammar 
The rating scale category (6) 
2 
7. Likelihood of assigning higher grades 2 
8. Not giving students feedback  1 
9. Lack of space for additional comments  1 
10. Too many categories/components 1 
11. Lack of specific band within categories 1 
12. Lack of points for choice of topic  1 
The results for the second open-ended question show that five separate rating scale 
categories, namely, Group coordination (13), Valid research (14), Ability to deal with the 
questions (15), Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information (2) and Using 
accurate grammar (6) were indicated as problems of the rating scale by the instructors. 
However, the instructors differed over what the exact nature of the problems with these 
categories were. Some felt that these five categories were not allocated enough points in 
the rating scale, which could be added to the most chosen category, bad point allocation, 
as the most important perceived negative attribute of the rating scale, mentioned by six 
ENG 211 instructors as well. Others had doubts about the necessity of the categories or 
whether they could be judged consistently. 
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The rating scale categories Using accurate grammar (6), Using appropriate, diverse 
and relevant vocabulary (7), Body language (8), Group coordination (13), Valid research 
(14) and Ability to deal with the questions (15), were the categories which were believed 
to deserve larger point allocations by six instructors. One of the instructors stated that even 
if she is aware of the fact that grammar input is not provided in ENG 211 course, she still 
feels that the points allocated to the grammar category (6) are not enough. The second 
instructor in this group argued that the vocabulary category (7) deserves more importance 
and therefore, more points when compared to the other categories because students are 
expected to generate topical vocabulary items through research over a long period of time 
for the final project presentation. The third instructor claimed that the body language 
category (8) seems as important as the content of the presentation itself although it has less 
points than the content. He/she also added that time management is more important than 
the use of visuals. The fourth instructor stated that the group coordination category (13) 
needs more points as students are expected to work as a group for a whole term. The fifth 
instructor reported that the rating scale category Valid research (14) deserves higher 
points. Lastly, the sixth instructor stated that the rating scale category Ability to deal with 
the questions (15) deserves more credit. It can be clearly deduced from the responses that 
some instructors find points allocated to some rating scale categories inappropriate as they 
attach different degrees of importance to the rating scale categories in question. This 
difference in opinion may again lead to focusing more on certain categories, and therefore, 
assigning unreliable grades. 
The group coordination category (13) was also reported as another important 
negative attribute of the final project presentation rating scale by five participants out of 
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22. One of the participants stated that group evaluation adds another dimension to the 
assessment of individual oral presentation skills and complicates the assessment 
procedure. Moreover, the other four participants expressed their serious doubts as to 
whether every group member puts the same amount of effort into group work and 
deserves being assigned the same group grade. These responses suggest that assigning 
grades to students in terms of group coordination presents difficulties for ENG 211 
instructors because they do not think that they have actual knowledge of division of labour 
in groups. 
As for the valid research category (14), four instructors out of 22 stated that the 
category can be seen as another negative attribute of the final project presentation rating 
scale. One of the four instructors stated that including such a category in a rating scale is 
not realistic as each member in a group has five minutes to talk which makes assessing the 
validity of their research impossible. The same participant also claimed that the ENG 211 
instructors may not know what valid research really involves and may interpret this 
objective differently. Another three instructors held the same idea, that this category is 
difficult to assess; moreover, they reported that they do not precisely know what this 
objective means, confirming the claim of their colleague above. 
The rating scale category Ability to deal with the questions (15) was also perceived 
as a negative attribute of the rating scale by three instructors, one of whom asserted that 
this category should be left out. The other two instructors stated that this category may 
cause problems when nobody asks questions. The second reason they viewed the category 
as negative was that although sometimes the same student answers all the questions, all 
members get the same grade. 
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The rating scale category Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information 
(2) and the rating scale category Using accurate grammar (6) were reported as negative 
attributes of the final project presentation rating scale by two instructors. They both stated 
that they are not sure what the objective of category (2) is and whether they or other 
instructors can precisely interpret the objective of the category in the same way. Likewise, 
the same instructors perceived the latter rating scale category as a negative attribute of the 
final project presentation rating scale because ENG 211 course does not have a grammar 
component in its syllabus. ENG 211 instructors are likely to take negative attitudes 
towards the rating scale categories whose objectives are not taught by them andwhich, 
therefore, do not provide them with feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction of 
oral presentation skills. 
Two of the instructors put forth another negative attribute, which was the 
likelihood of assigning higher grades than deserved, which is a sign of unreliability. These 
instructors stated that when assigning grades to their students, they may end up giving 
high grades to most of the students, which may lead to a failure to distinguish high 
achievers from low achievers. Giving high grades to the students for this reason might also 
be put down to bad point allocation in the rating scale. 
Five other instructors reported five different negative attributes of the rating scale. 
The first instructor asserted that the rating scale does not provide students with feedback 
on its own unless it is supported either orally or in writing by a teacher. This perceived 
problem of the rating scale might be attributable to another negative attribute specified by 
one of the five instructors: the layout needs to be altered in order to allocate more space 
for each category in the scale for additional comments. That is to say, because the rating 
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scale form does not have enough space for additional comments or written feedback, it is 
difficult for students to receive feedback on their oral presentation skills just by looking at 
the scale. The third instructor claimed that as the scale has too many categories, assessing 
all the categories or different aspects in the rating scale at the same time is a challenging 
task which may result in unreliable ratings. The fourth instructor stated that the final 
project rating scale should include specific bands within categories, which is a way of 
creating greater reliability, so as to distinguish good performances from better or worse 
performances. The last instructor said that she would like to see points for choice of 
suitable topic added to the form because the choice of an appropriate topic contributes to 
the success and impact of the final project presentation. 
Conclusion 
The data obtained from the questionnaire was analyzed both quantitatively and 
qualitatively in this study. At the end of the analysis, both the rating type questions, which 
were analyzed quantitatively, and the open-ended questions, which were analyzed 
qualitatively, have yielded important results. Moreover, some common themes that 
deserve attention have emerged during the analysis. The next chapter will present the 
important results, implications, limitations, and recommendations in light of these 
findings. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Introduction 
The Modern Languages Department at METU offers an oral presentation skills 
course, ENG 211, which requires students to make a final project presentation at the end of 
each semester. ENG 211 instructors use a final project presentation rating scale to assess 
students’ oral presentation skills. The aim of this study was to explore ENG 211 
instructors’ perceptions of the final project presentation rating scale. The research 
questions posed for this study are as follows: 
1) What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as positive attributes of the final project 
presentation rating scale? 
2) What do ENG 211 instructors perceive as negative attributes of the final project 
presentation rating scale? 
3) What categories in the existing rating scale do ENG 211 instructors rank as most 
important: 
a) to distinguish between strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills? 
b) to give instructors feedback on effectiveness of their instruction of oral 
presentation skills? 
c) to give students feedback on various aspects of their presentation skills? 
In this chapter, first the summary of the study is given. Second, the results obtained 
are reviewed and discussed. Third, practical implications and implications for further 
research are presented. Finally, limitations of the study are given. 
 
  58 
Summary of the Study 
Twenty-five ENG 211 instructors participated in this study. The data collection 
instrument employed in this study was a questionnaire which was composed of two parts. 
The aim of the first part of the questionnaire was to gather information on the instructors’ 
backgrounds. The second part aimed to collect data on ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions 
of and attitudes towards the final project presentation rating scale used in the MLD at 
METU. The second part of the questionnaire consisted of three rating questions using a 
3-point Likert-scale with the range of possible answers: ‘not essential’; ‘useful but not 
essential’; and ‘essential’, as well as two open ended questions. The three rating 
questions were asked to determine which categories in the existing rating scale ENG 211 
instructors rank as most important for (a) distinguishing among strong and weak students 
in terms of academic oral presentation skills, (b) giving instructors feedback on the 
effectiveness of their instruction of oral presentation skills, and (c) giving students 
feedback on various aspects of their presentation skills. The two open-ended questions 
were asked to give participants the opportunity to express perceived positive and negative 
attributes of the final project presentation rating scale. 
Results 
Both the rating type questions analyzed quantitatively and the open-ended 
questions analyzed qualitatively yielded important results. Most of the rating scale 
categories were rated as ‘essential’ by the participants for all three assessment purposes. 
However, a number of common negative themes emerged regarding the categories that 
were most commonly rated lower on the three questions and those that were reported as 
negative attributes of the final project presentation scale in the open-ended questions. 
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These categories reflected objectives that were not taught in ENG 211, had unclear 
descriptors, were found less assessable by ENG 211 instructors, or which instructors felt 
should have different overall values. 
Overall Positive Findings 
Most of the ENG 211 instructors rated most of the rating scale categories as 
‘essential’ for all three assessment purposes. No category had a mean in the ‘not 
essential’ range for any question, and only rating scale category Using accurate grammar 
(6) was rated as only ‘useful but not essential’ for all three assessment purposes. 
Moreover, in line with this result, the most important positive attribute specified in the 
open-ended part of the questionnaire by 11 instructors was that the rating scale covers 
many aspects of an oral presentation, which helps them in grading. 
However, as discussed in chapter 2, too many levels or categories or more levels 
or categories than needed in a rating scale lead to unreliable scoring (Carroll & Hall, 
1985; Heaton, 1990; McNamara, 2000; Underhill, 1987). One instructor, in fact, 
mentioned this problem as a negative attribute in the second open-ended question. 
Negative Findings 
Four common negative themes related to ENG 211 instructions’ perceptions of 
the final project presentation rating scale emerged from the analyses of three rating 
questions and two open-ended questions. The rating scale category Using accurate 
grammar (6) was rated as ‘useful but not essential’ or ‘not essential’ in terms of all three 
rating questions; the rating scale categories Using appropriate, diverse and relevant 
vocabulary (7) and Fluency (9) were rated as ‘useful but not essential’ or ‘not essential’ 
in terms of receiving feedback on instructors’ effectiveness of their instruction due to the 
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fact that ENG 211 instructors do not teach the objectives of these categories. The same 
theme also emerged in response to the open-ended question; the same categories were 
reported as negative attributes of the rating scale for the same reason. This finding is not 
surprising as the same issue was raised by J. D. Brown (1995), who stated that only tests 
whose contents reflect the language points that are taught in class can provide teachers 
with feedback on the effectiveness of their instruction and students with feedback on 
their learning process. 
The second recurrent theme was that other rating scale categories, Providing 
relevant, mature, valid and clear information (2) and Valid research (14), were often 
rated lower since the categories consist of unclear descriptors which can be interpreted 
differently by different raters. As with the first theme, the second theme also emerged in 
the second open-ended question part. Some of the instructors reported that they perceive 
these categories as negative attributes of the rating scale for the same reason. This 
finding is also supported in the literature, in that lack of clarity and excessively or 
insufficiently detailed descriptors may cause problems on the part of assessors, thereby 
leading to different interpretations and unreliable scoring (Alderson et al., 1995; Carroll 
& Hall, 1985; Heaton, 1990; Underhill, 1987). 
The third common theme occurred when certain categories, Time management 
(12) and Ability to deal with the questions (15), were rated lower in terms of the three 
rating questions because ENG 211 instructors feel that these categories are less 
assessable than others because they may not be reflected accurately in performances. 
Similarly, the same theme reoccurred in some of the responses to the second open-ended 
question; the same categories were regarded as negative attributes of the rating scale for 
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the same reason.  
The last emergent theme was concerned with a disagreement among instructors 
about different degrees of importance given to certain categories in the scale. Among the 
12 perceived negative attributes of the rating scale reported by participants, ‘bad point 
allocation’ has particular importance because it was specified by 11 instructors. Because 
these 11 participants advocate an increase in the point allocation of different categories, 
it may be concluded that these raters view the categories differently in terms of 
importance. Therefore, when they utilize the final project presentation rating scale, they 
may focus on rating scale categories Using accurate grammar (6), Using appropriate, 
diverse and relevant vocabulary (7), Body language (8), Group coordination (13), Valid 
research (14), and Ability to deal with the questions (15) more. However, attaching 
relatively more importance to certain categories and focusing on them more during 
rating may lead to unreliability (Tonkyn, 2002). 
The overall positive findings show that what ENG 211 instructors perceived as 
most commonly specified positive attribute of the rating scale is claimed to be a negative 
attribute of a rating scale in the literature: covering many aspects/sub-skills of oral 
presentation skills. On the other hand, the reasons why ENG 211 instructors did not rate 
certain rating scale categories as ‘essential’ in terms of three assessment purposes 
specified in the study were confirmed in the literature. In other words, ENG 211 
instructors did not value highly the rating scale categories whose objectives are not parts 
of ENG 211 syllabus and which have unclear descriptors that may lead to different 
interpretations on part of raters. Table 7 shows the comparison between what is claimed 
in the literature and participants’ responses. 
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Table 7 
Comparisons between literature and participants’ responses 
Issue Literature Participants’ responses 
Comprehensive nature of 
rating scales 
Too many categories or 
more categories than 
needed in a rating scale 
lead to unreliable scoring 
Comprehensiveness is a 
positive attribute 
Categories whose 
objectives are not taught in 
211 classes 
Only tests whose contents 
reflect course syllabus can 
provide teachers with 
feedback on the 
effectiveness of their 
instruction and students 
with feedback on their 
learning process 
Rating scale categories 
whose objectives are not 
taught in 211 classes are 
not essential in terms of the 
last two assessment 
purposes 
Categories with unclear 
descriptors 
Unclear, too detailed or 
simple descriptors may 
lead to different 
interpretations on the part 
of raters 
Categories with unclear 
descriptors cause 
difficulties in terms of 
achieving common 
interpretations 
 
Implications for Practice 
The literature review and the results of the study suggest two practical 
implications that should be taken into consideration regarding the final project 
presentation rating scale used in the MLD at METU. These implications are reformation 
of the rating scale and standardization. 
Both the statistical results obtained from the three rating questions and the results 
obtained from the second open-ended question indicate that reformation of the final 
project presentation rating scale is necessary. This would involve reducing the number of 
categories by eliminating ones that do not reflect course content and are less assessable. 
In addition, redundant categories could be collapsed. Beyond this, remaining categories 
should be clarified in terms of wording and bands for points can be specified within them. 
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First, while the data presented here do not address the way the rating scale 
categories 3 and 4, and 10 and 11 measure the same objectives, close observation of the 
rating scale categories suggests that the rating scale categories 3 and 4, and 10 and 11 
seem to measure the same objectives; therefore, these categories should be combined into 
single categories. Second, the rating scale categories 6, 12 and 15 should be eliminated as 
they were not rated as ‘essential’ by the majority of the ENG 211 instructors in terms of 
any of the three assessment purposes in the study. 
Moreover, some of the instructors reported in the second open-ended question that 
the rating scale does not give students feedback on its own unless it is supported either 
orally or in writing by instructors. This response has given rise to the third implication 
concerning the reformulation of the rating scale: creating specific bands within each 
rating scale category. Rating scale categories should include specific bands so that 
students can match their performance with the allocated points that distinguish an average 
performance from a good performance. An example band system designed for the 
category Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of the presentation (4) 
would look as follows: 
 Poor/no use of signposts & transitions                                                          0
 between parts of the presentation 
 
 Use of either inadequate or ineffective use of signposts & transitions          1
 between parts of the presentation 
 
 Adequate and clear/effective use of signposts & transitions                         2
 between parts of the presentation 
 
In addition, lack of specific bands within rating scale categories was also reported as one 
of the negative attributes of the rating scale by one of the participants. Because a clearly 
defined band system helps raters make distinctions in terms of different levels of 
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performance (Madsen, 1983) and brings their ratings into line, specific bands should be 
included in each category in the final project presentation rating scale to increase 
reliability. 
As both statistical results and results obtained from the two open-ended questions 
raised questions about reliability of the final project presentation rating scale, 
standardization of the raters is another implication that should be considered regarding 
ENG 211 in the MLD at METU. Drawing upon the observations made by the researcher, 
the efficiency of an hour-long standardization session conducted at the beginning of each 
semester in the MLD is questionable for two main reasons. First, only novice instructors 
are required to attend the sessions; the result is standardization only among novice 
teachers, not among both novice and experienced instructors. Second, because only one 
videotaped sample presentation is watched and discussed during the session, raters are 
not provided with enough examples to enable them to distinguish among average and 
good presentations. 
To improve the situation, raters should watch as many sample presentations as 
possible during standardization sessions (Alderson et. al, 1995) to enable them to see an 
adequate range of student performances. Furthermore, achieving reliability is possible 
only when standardization sessions are conducted regularly for both novice and 
experienced raters and when trained raters are monitored continuously (Alderson et al., 
1995; Norris et al., 1998). Thus, in the MLD, properly designed standardization sessions 
should be conducted so as to ensure that “all raters see the world through the same 
spectacles” (Fulcher, 1993, p. 94). 
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Implications for Further Research 
In this study, only the perceptions of ENG 211 instructors were explored. 
However, ENG 211 students’ perceptions are also important because the final project 
presentation rating scale is a set of criteria against which their performances are judged. 
Therefore, a new study can be conducted from the students’ perspective which explores 
which categories in the existing rating scale ENG 211 students rank as most important for 
(a) distinguishing between strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills and (b) giving them feedback on various aspects of their oral 
presentation skills. Moreover, ENG 211 students’ perceived negative and positive 
attributes of the rating scale can also be explored in the new study. 
If a new final project presentation rating scale is designed in light of the 
recommendations made by the researcher, a new study can be conducted in order to 
measure the reliability of the new rating scale. Moreover, the reliability of the current 
final project presentation and the reliabilty of the new rating scale can be compared and 
contrasted in order to pinpoint sources of unreliability in terms of both rating scales. 
Another issue that can stimulate further research is ENG 211 instructors’ 
perceptions of standarization. A study may be conducted to examine ENG 211 
instructors’ perspectives on the standardization sessions and the extent to which ENG 211 
instructors believe they benefit from standardization sessions. 
Limitations of the Study 
The first limitation of this study is that it is a local study that cannot be 
generalized to other institutions. The study was conducted in the MLD at METU; thus, 
the results of this study only reflect 25 ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of a particular 
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institutionally designed rating scale, the final project presentation rating scale. 
The second limitation is the limited number of participants in the study. Because 
ENG 211 is one of four EAP courses offered in the MLD and only the instructors who 
have offered the course in the last two years participated in the study, only 25 ENG 211 
instructors were able to participate in the study. If the study had been conducted with a 
larger number of participants, more sophisticated statistical analyses could have been 
possible. 
The third limitation is concerned with the instructions of the second and the third 
rating questions in the questionnaire. Some of the instructors reported that they could not 
understand what they were supposed to do when they read the instructions. Moreover, 
some of them reported that they thought the first and the second rating questions 
overlapped in terms of their instructions. All these complaints were reflected in lower 
number of responses to the second and third rating questions. 
The fourth limitation of the study is that on account of time constraints, the 
researcher could not conduct follow up interviews to clarify certain answers in the open-
ended question part. Since some participants provided very short answers without enough 
explanation, the researcher had to interpret some of the answers during the qualitative 
analysis and this may have resulted in more subjective analysis.  
The last limitation is concerned with the extra deduction features at the end of the 
rating scale (e.g., deduction of credits from the total grade for reading from a script, 
language not modified for spoken discourse, memorization, and delayed presentation). 
The questions in the questionnaire were related only to positive value categories; 
questions about the extra deduction features in the rating scale were not included. 
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Conclusion 
The results of the study revealed that what ENG 211 instructors perceive as a 
major positive attribute of a rating scale, its comprehensiveness, is the opposite of what is 
claimed in the literature regarding the optimal design of a rating scale. On the other hand, 
the results of the study also suggest that the rationale ENG 211 instructors provided for 
rating certain categories negatively in terms of three assessment purposes in the study is 
in line with what is asserted in the literature. The results also suggest that the current final 
project rating scale may cause unreliable scoring; therefore, it is suggested that the rating 
scale be reformulated. In addition, ENG 211 instructors need to attend well-designed 
standardization sessions in order to ensure reliable assessment in ENG 211 course. Both 
ENG 211 instructors and students may benefit from these suggestions in that a more 
reliable rating procedure can be established by using a reformulated rating scale and 
pursuing standardization of rating procedures. 
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Organization & Content   
The presenter   
makes a good start (creates interest; clearly states the campus/ethics 
related topic or a certain aspect of the study) 
 
 
0<………2 
 
provides relevant, mature, valid and clear information 
 
 
0<………3 
 
organized the information clearly (no repetitions, logical sequencing, 
nice fit into the overall organization of the group) 
 
 
0<………3 
 
/ 12 
effectively uses transitions and signposts between parts of the 
presentation  
 
 
0<………2 
 
ends with an effective closing 
 
 
0<………2 
 
 
Language   
uses accurate grammar 
 
 
0<…>1.5 
 
 
/ 3 
uses appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary 
 
 
0<…>1.5 
 
Delivery   
body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures) 
 
 
0<……>3 
 
fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation,voice, etc.) 
 
 
0<……3 
 
 
/ 11 
quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple) 
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0<…>1.5 
effective use of audio/visual aids (referring, integrating, giving clear 
instructions) 
 
 
 
0<…>1.5 
 
time management 
 
0<……>2 
 
Group Evaluation   
group coordination (overall outline/logical division of subtopics, 
taking and giving the floor effectively) 
 
 
0<…>1.5 
 
valid research (including data collection through field research) 
 
 
0<…>1.5 
 
/ 4 
ability to deal with the questions 
 
 
0<……>1 
 
 
                                                                                                           
                                                                 INSTRUCTOR’S TOTAL: 
 
CO-RATER’S GRADE:  
 
 
AVERAGE: 
 
 
_______
__ 
 
_______
__ 
 
 
_________ 
 
 
 
 
/ 
30  
 
 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: Deduct credits from the total grade for the following: 
  Reading from the script         __ 1<………>5 
  Language not modified for spoken discourse    __ 1<………>5 
  Memorization                                __  1<………>5 
  Inability to keep the attention      __ 1<………>5 
  Delayed presentation       __ 1<………>5 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
                                                                                                           17. 03.200 
Dear colleagues, 
I am currently carrying out research on ENG 211 instructors’ perceptions of the 
final project presentation rating scale used in the Modern Languages Department at 
Middle East Technical University. I would appreciate if you would spend time to 
complete this questionnaire. All findings will be treated in confidence. 
Thank you in advance for your help and cooperation. 
İpek Bozatlı 
MA TEFL 
Bilkent University, Ankara 
Tel.: (090) 312 210 39 25 
ipekboz@metu.edu.tr 
 
                                           
Consent form 
I have read the above information. I hereby give my consent for the data acquired 
to be used by İpek Bozatlı in this survey. 
                                                                                              Name: 
                                                                                             Date: 
                                                                                             Signature 
 
 
  
 
76 
                                                           QUESTIONNAIRE 
  SECTION A. Background Information 
Please provide the following information.  
Name & Surname: _________________________________________ 
Age:     [   ] 20-25       [   ] 26-30      
            [   ] 31-35       [   ] 36-40      
            [   ] 41-45       [   ] 46-50   
            [   ] 50+ 
 
Sex:      [   ] Male     [   ] Female 
 
Years of teaching experience: 
              [   ] Less than 1 year       
              [   ] 1-4 years       [   ] 5-8 years       
              [   ] 9-12 years    [   ] 13-16 years      
              [   ] 17 years or more 
 
How many times have you offered ENG 211? 
              [   ] Once      
              [   ] Twice      
              [   ] Three times       
              [   ] More than three times       
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SECTION B. Instructors’ Attitudes towards the Final Project Presentation Rating Scale 
1.) Please rate the rating scale categories according to how essential they are to you 
for distinguishing among strong and weak students in terms of academic oral 
presentation skills. Please cross (x) only one option for each item. Use the 
following scale: 
         Not essential= 1              Useful, but not essential= 2                     Essential= 3 
Rating Scale Categories 1 2 3 
1. Making a good start                                               
2. Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information     
3. Organizing information clearly                                                                
4. Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of the presentation     
5. Ending with an effective closing                          
6. Using accurate grammar                                         
7. Using appropriate, diverse and relevant vocabulary    
8. Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures)     
9. Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.)                                     
10. Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple)     
11. Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring integrating, giving clear  
instructions)  
 
   
12. Time management                                                  
13. Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of subtopics, 
taking and giving the floor effectively) 
 
   
14. Valid research (including data collection through field research)     
15. Ability to deal with the questions                     
 
  
 
78 
2.) Please rate the rating scale categories according to how essential they are to you 
for receiving feedback on the effectiveness of your instruction of oral 
presentation skills. Please cross (x) only one option for each item. Use the 
following scale: 
Not essential= 1              Useful, but not essential= 2                     Essential= 3                 
Rating Scale Categories 1 2 3 
1. Making a good start                                               
2. Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information     
3. Organizing information clearly                                                                
4. Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of the presentation     
5. Ending with an effective closing                          
6. Using accurate grammar                                         
7. Using appropriate, diverse and  relevant vocabulary    
8. Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures)     
9. Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.)                                     
10. Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple)     
11. Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring integrating, giving clear 
instructions)  
 
   
12. Time management                                                  
13. Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of subtopics, 
taking and giving the floor effectively) 
 
   
14. Valid research (including data collection through field research)     
15. Ability to deal with the questions                     
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3.) Please rate the rating scale categories according to how essential they are to you 
for giving students feedback on various aspects of their oral presentation 
skills. Please cross (x) only one option for each item. Use the following scale. 
Not essential= 1              Useful, but not essential= 2                     Essential= 3                         
Rating Scale Categories 1 2 3 
1. Making a good start                                               
2. Providing relevant, mature, valid and clear information     
3. Organizing information clearly                                                                
4. Using transitions and signposts clearly between parts of the presentation     
5. Ending with an effective closing                          
6. Using accurate grammar                                         
7. Using appropriate, diverse and  relevant vocabulary    
8. Body language (confidence, eye contact, gestures)     
9. Fluency (pace, intonation, pronunciation, voice, etc.)                                     
10. Quality of visuals (properly selected, visible, simple)     
11. Effective use of audio/visual aids (referring integrating, giving clear 
instructions)  
 
   
12. Time management                                                  
13. Group coordination (overall outline/logical division of subtopics, 
taking and giving the floor effectively) 
 
   
14. Valid research (including data collection through field research)     
15. Ability to deal with the questions                     
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4.) What do you perceive as positive attributes of the final project presentation rating 
scale? 
 
 
                                                                                                                                      
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                     
 
5.) What do you perceive as negative attributes of final project presentation rating 
scale? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
